Agricultural runoff into surface water is a problem in Australia, as it is in arguably all agriculturally active countries. While farm practices and resource management measures are employed to reduce downstream effects, they are often either technically insufficient or practically unsustainable. Therefore, consumers may still be exposed to agrichemicals whenever they turn on the tap. For rural residents surrounded by agriculture, the link between agriculture and water quality is easy to make and thus informed decisions about water consumption are possible.
be undertaken for those pesticides that have been detected in the source water, or where local usage suggests that they might be detected. Inlets to storage reservoirs or other water sources should be sampled monthly for relevant pesticide residues' (NHMRC ; p. 11).
These strategies may seem to represent a balanced approach to what is considered a low risk issue. Any strategy, however, is only as effective as its application. For example, a study in southern Australia found local councils were not adjusting their testing regime to match activities in agriculturally dense areas (Amis ) . Further, there have been several instances in Australia where pesticide levels above those recommended by the World Health Organization have been discovered in catchments, some connected to treatment plants not equipped to filter out pesticide contamination (Parris ; Amis ).
The Australian Government's 'no risk but we will test it anyway' views are supported by the Australian Pesticide and Veterinary Medicine Authority (APVMA), which assures consumers that any health risk associated with normal pesticide use and drinking water would be minimal. This is reflected in a response to a consumer's concern on their web site, 'While pesticides are unlikely to be in drinking water some are occasionally detected' (APVMA ). Although the ADWG meet or exceed many standards recommended by the United Nations related to both the quality of the resource, as well as the practices governing its management and supply, they are still just guidelines. Hence, Australia remains one of the only western nations without legislation governing drinking water quality (Sinclair & Rizak ) . Some Australian states and territories have sought to bridge this gap through their own legislation, which largely relates back to the ADWG in some capacity. Legislation exists in Victoria (Vic- While pesticides and petroleum residues may be considered the main risks associated with agricultural runoff (Goss & Barry ) , microbial contaminants of agricultural origin are also a concern. The ADWG note the importance of maintaining barriers against the inflow of faecal matter alongside microbial water quality tests. The periodicity of this testing and the location (reservoir, inline, tap), however, vary in relation to the population served by the water, with many states adopting their own interpretation of the World Health Organization guidelines (WHO ). Further, indicators of microbial contamination have also been found in rainwater tanks (Crampton & Ragusa ) , a water source normally considered relatively safe from agricultural contamination and for which there is no routine monitoring or assessment policy in Australia. Drinking water exposed to agricultural runoff may be contaminated by fertilisers, which can promote algal blooms, negatively impacting organoleptic properties and releasing toxins of unknown affect (EPA ). Further, high levels of nitrogen in drinking water have been implicated as causal agents of the potentially fatal condition methemoglobinemia in infants (EPA ).
Despite known and potential contaminants scientifically recognised by water authorities and health professionals, little research has investigated whether proximity to potential contaminants, namely agriculture, may mitigate, intensify or prove to be impervious to consumers' perceptions about the safety and quality of their drinking water.
Urban Australians espouse satisfaction with the quality of their water (Crampton & Ragusa ) , but are they adequately aware of what occurs between rainfall and tap to make such judgements? Rural residents who rely on tanks are intimately associated with their water catchment areas, specifically their roofs. They are perhaps, less aware of the internal complexities of the ecosystems operating within their tanks, however, and hence base their water consumption habits on incomplete or erroneous data (Crampton & Ragusa ) . Further, rural town residents on centralised water are perhaps the most disadvantaged in regards to making informed decisions about their drinking water,
given that the quality of their drinking water is largely determined by local government water testing practices and decision making. Although rural town water consumers ought to be provided with water that meets the same ADWG standards as urban consumers, the monitoring and testing against these standards happens significantly less frequently in rural locations (National Water Commission
).
A random study of Australians and their attitudes and perceptions towards recycled and desalinated water found that while consumers were concerned about health risks associated with alternative water sources, they had little factual knowledge to support their concerns and perceptions (Dolnicar & Schafer ) . This relationship between knowledge and perception, combined with the earlier find- 
RESULTS

Statistical analyses
The 142 Pearsons correlation identified five medium strength relationships (r > 0.3) that were also shown to be statistically significant by chi-squared analysis; Age and AgCity (r ¼ -0.484, p ¼ 0.00; X 2 (78, N ¼ 84) ¼ 104, p ¼ 0.026); Residential location and AgTheir (r ¼ 0.273, p ¼ 0.001; X 2 (6, N ¼ 140) ¼ 26, p ¼ 0.00); Residential location and AgCity (r ¼ 0.464, p ¼ 0.00; X 2 (4, N ¼ 84) ¼ 28, p ¼ 0.00); 
DISCUSSION
Our results indicate rural residents were more concerned about the impact of agriculture on the quality of their drinking water (63%) than were urban residents (32%).
Interestingly, tank water consumers, all of whom were rural, voiced greater concern about the impact of agricultural runoff on water supplied to cities and towns than its potential to contaminate their own drinking water. A key reason identified for this difference were the collection and storage methods utilised for their drinking water.
Specifically, self-managed drinking water was primarily stored above ground in tanks and, thus, not considered exposed to surface-based agricultural runoff. The only contamination concerns expressed by tank water consumers was occasional mention of aerial spraying and contami- any awareness or concern of potential environmental impacts. Both our water study and the wind turbine examples are consistent with the notion that geographical distance from risk inducing activities affects consumers' ability to gain direct sensory perception about local environments, resources and practices. Such distance may thus hinder concern and/or understanding of potential environmental or health impacts (Takacs-Santa ). Notions of responsibility and affectedness have also been linked to development of environment-related concerns and may have impacted participants' responses. For example, rural residents drinking tank water were responsible for managing their water supplies. In contrast, urban residents devolved that responsibility to another whom they expected and/or trusted to provide them with safe water, as noted in other studies (Gooch & Rigano ) . Lack of direct responsibility may have also impacted urban consumers' consideration or concern for environmental factors that could affect their drinking water.
The following quotes provided in response to the question about who should manage respondents' water supply typify the general difference in perceived responsibility between many tank and urban water consumers:
'I think it just can't be the normal person because we don't know that much about it. If it's the government, and/or equally if it's corporations, they might do a better job, but they're also influenced by politics and pri- 'I expect them [government] to give me quality water if there was a problem, unless it was their fault. In filtration, or whatever, there is the chance of infection getting in there and it can't be helped' (Sydney 59). A crucial, albeit yet to be identified, issue is how much lack of concern is related to lack of knowledge of risk per- 
CONCLUSIONS
We have shown that proximity to agricultural activities affects an individual's capacity to perceive the potential impact of those activities on drinking water. Those geographically closer to agricultural activities were more aware of the potential for pesticide and animal effluent runoff to contaminate drinking water supplies than their distal urban counterparts. We suggest consumer perceptions are largely shaped by inadequate knowledge, due to a dearth of relevant information, which is needed to make an informed decision about their drinking water consumption practices. Our findings indicate that authorities in other regions may wish to evaluate their water quality information strategies to ensure that consumers located away from potential contaminating sources (e.g. farms, industrial areas and mines) are adequately aware of potential impacts on their drinking water quality.
Further research is needed to determine the most appropriate strategies for a given issue in a given area as the most appropriate strategy will need to consider the nature of the contaminant (risk) and the intended audience, in a culturally and proximity relevant manner. In conclusion, for Australians, while the additions to the ADWG are a good step towards enhancing the management of centralised water supplies, they provide inadequate guidance or impetus for government agencies and/or suppliers to engage with communities on matters that affect both self-managed as well as centralised water supplies. Finally, we note that without such knowledge transparency, consumers will not be able to enhance their health literacy as it relates to this most essential of resources, drinking water.
